Using count data on Indian joint ventures (JVs) and wholly owned subsidiaries (WOS), we present an empirical analysis of FDI-related ownership choices and their relation with host country characteristics and indicators of transaction costs. Our Negative Binomial regression models offer only weak support for the bargaining perspective, according to which JVs should be more likely if the host countries were particularly attractive in terms of market access or resource endowments. Geographical and cultural distance has ambiguous effects on the choice between JVs and WOS. The composition of FDI projects tends to shift toward WOS where investment risks are contained by bilateral treaties and better control of corruption.
Introduction
The location choices of Indian direct investors have received increasing attention recently.
Several studies offer interesting stylized facts on the patterns of India's outward FDI. 1 Bhat and Narayanan (2011) focus on Indian firm characteristics as determinants of outward FDI. 2 More closely related to the objective of our contribution, Pradhan (2011) as well as Nunnenkamp et al. (2012) analyze the driving forces of India's outward FDI, using data on approved outflows. However, important gaps remain. In particular, FDI-related ownership choices and their relation with host country characteristics have been neglected in the literature on India's outward FDI.
The question of whether FDI takes the form of wholly owned subsidiaries (WOS) or joint ventures (JVs) with local partners is relevant for both the host country and India. Host countries typically prefer JVs as this type of FDI tends to offer greater benefits to the local economy in terms of productivity enhancing spillovers (Blomström and Sjöholm 1999; Javorcik and Spatareanu 2008) . Foreign firms face a dilemma. On the one hand, they have incentives to mitigate the leakage of technology and know-how by avoiding JVs and, instead, maintaining full control over WOS (Ramachandran 1993; Desai et al. 2004 ). On the other hand, JVs may be hard to avoid if foreign firms depend on local assets, knowledge, and markets.
From a transaction costs perspective, the preference of multinational enterprises (MNEs) for WOS should be particularly strong if proprietary assets are at stake and the need for control is pervasive (Raff et al. 2009 ). One would also expect that FDI predominantly takes the form of WOS if MNEs are based in economically and technologically advanced source countries so that they are in a relatively strong position when bargaining with less advanced host countries. By contrast, JVs would become more likely if the host country is particularly attractive, e.g., in terms of market access or resource endowments. Indeed, Dreher et al. (2013) find that the bargaining position -inter alia with respect to relative market size, endowment of human capital, and country risk -affects the ownership choices of foreign direct investors from various source countries in India. Here, we take the opposite perspective by analyzing the ownership choices of Indian direct investors in various host countries.
Casual inspection of the regional distribution of Indian JVs and WOS suggests that ownership choices by direct investors based in emerging markets such as India may differ considerably from traditional patterns observed for FDI from more advanced source countries. For instance, the fact that more than 70 percent of India's FDI projects in the United States took the form of WOS seems to conflict with the traditional view on bargaining between the source and host countries of FDI. 3 Using count data on JVs and WOS, we estimate Negative Binomial regression models to analyze the ownership choices of Indian direct investors in various host countries more systematically. In particular, we assess whether host country characteristics and gravity-type variables that may reflect transaction costs and the bargaining position of Indian firms vis-à-vis the host countries have a different impact on the number of JVs and WOS in a particular host country. Before describing the data and approach in more detail in Sections 3 and 4, we summarize the related literature in Section 2. Section 5 presents our estimation results. Section 6 concludes.
Related literature and hypotheses
The literature offers two major concepts to analyze decisions on foreign ownership structures such as the choice between WOS and JVs -the transaction costs approach and the bargaining approach (Asiedu and Esfahani 2001; Görg et al. 2010) . Gomes-Casseres (1990: 1) provides an intuitive comparison of the two approaches: "The first argues that MNEs prefer structures that minimize the transaction costs of doing business abroad. The second argues that 3 See Section 3 for details on data and stylized facts. ownership structures are determined by negotiations with host governments." As stressed by Gomes-Casseres, the two approaches complement each other. The transaction costs approach addresses the question "What ownership structure does the firm want?", while the bargaining approach addresses the question "What ownership structure can the firm get?" (GomesCasseres 1990: 2).
The focus of the present paper is on country characteristics that are supposed to reflect transaction costs as well as the host countries' bargaining position vis-à-vis MNEs. This is not to ignore that firm-specific characteristics such as productivity, R&D intensity, experience, size, and export orientation play a major role with respect to both transaction costs and bargaining outcomes. For instance, Raff et al. (2009) find that foreign ownership shares increase with higher productivity of Japanese MNEs. In some contrast, Görg et al. (2010) find that more productive German firms are generally more likely to undertake FDI in India, while firm productivity hardly matters for German ownership shares. Lacking firm-specific characteristics on India's WOS and JVs in various host countries, we cannot account for firm heterogeneity. Nevertheless, we contribute to closing an important gap by assessing the role of host country characteristics for ownership choices of MNEs based in emerging source countries such as India.
The ownership structure is important for MNEs: "Given market imperfections, firmspecific assets, such as technology or the ability to promote differentiated goods, can often be exploited more efficiently through internationalization with unambiguous control" (Kobrin 1987: 623) . Consequently, MNEs tend to prefer WOS over JVs to prevent the leakage of technology and know-how to local partners (Desai et al. 2004) . All the same, MNEs may prefer JVs under specific conditions, in particular when relying on local assets and knowledge available in the host country. As noted by Desai et al. (2004: 371) , "joint ventures offer multinational firms the opportunity to make profitable use of market-specific capabilities of joint venture partners." In a similar vein, Raff et al. (2009) argue that MNEs may prefer JVs if two conditions are met: (i) local partners contribute valuable assets to the FDI project (e.g., distribution networks or local contacts), and (ii) the value of these assets is private information of the local partners.
The governments of host countries have a major say on FDI-related transaction costs.
In particular, governments can influence the choice of MNEs between JVs and WOS in several ways. According to Asiedu and Esfahani (2001: 655) , the "reliability of institutions" can be regarded as an important country-specific factor in this context. This should imply that WOS are more likely in host countries with stronger institutions, less political discretion, and a more stable and less risky FDI climate. Transaction costs could be reduced if the government tied its hand credibly through bilateral agreements such as bilateral investment treaties (BITs) or double taxation treaties (DTTs). For instance, the conclusion of BITs could render WOS more likely if the host country agreed to effective dispute settlement and independent arbitration. Host country governments can also reduce "external uncertainty" (or "environmental unpredictability"), to use the terminology of Gatignon and Anderson (1988: 309) , by fighting corruption, allowing for easy access to imported inputs and containing economic instability at home. Other transaction costs shaping ownership choices are more deeply rooted and difficult to overcome by host country governments. Previous literature often refers to geographical and cultural distance in this context. For instance, Gatignon and Anderson (1988) as well as Asiedu and Esfahani (2001) argue that cultural dissimilarity involves higher transaction costs with respect to information needs, managerial control and performance evaluation. Hence, MNEs would be more reluctant to engage with WOS in geographically and culturally distant locations. By contrast, factors such a common language and a large diaspora living in the host country might increase the preference of MNEs for WOS.
Even if MNEs strongly prefer WOS over JVs, the observed foreign ownership share is widely perceived as the result of bargaining between MNEs and the host countries. The bargaining framework can be traced back to Vernon's obsolescing bargain (Vernon 1971) .
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While obsolescing bargains may be particularly intuitive for large-scale FDI projects in extractive industries and infrastructure, Kobrin (1987: 636) argues that "a bargaining framework based on the relative demand for resources and constraints on the implementation of power is an accurate model of MNE-host country relationships in a wide range of sectors."
As Eden et al. (2005: 264) have put it, "bargaining power comes from the ability to withhold resources that the other party wants."
While the bargaining process may involve various issues, foreign ownership is widely used to measure bargaining outcomes.
6
The distribution of FDI-related benefits is clearly related to ownership shares. Consequently, Lecraw (1984) assumes that lower (higher) levels of foreign ownership reveal a relatively favorable outcome of the bargaining process for the host country (the MNE). In a similar vein, Asiedu and Esfahani (2001) stress the host country's motivation to restrict the foreign equity share and insist on JVs with local partners in order to appropriate a larger share of FDI-related benefits.
Previous literature has paid most attention to the size and growth of local markets among the factors that may strengthen the host country's bargaining position vis-à-vis MNEs.
For instance, Asiedu and Esfahani (2001: 655) consider the "attractiveness of markets and 5 Accordingly, the bargaining position of the host country improves once the foreign investor has realized FDIrelated sunk costs. The host country could then renege on earlier commitments and appropriate a larger share of FDI-related gains. 6 According to Svejnar and Smith (1984: 151) , bargaining power is "key to understanding JV operations." growth potential" to be country-specific assets that enhance the productivity of FDI projects. Gomes-Casseres (1990: 4) However, a higher per-capita income of host countries may not only reflect the availability of superior technology. At the same time, it may reflect higher labor costs which would discourage cost-oriented (vertical) FDI. Considering the theoretical ambiguity concerning the host country's per-capita income as a determinant of outward FDI by emerging source countries, we follow Nunnenkamp et al. (2012) and attempt 7 For details see Sosa Andrés et al. (2013) and the literature given there. 8 By undertaking this type of FDI, MNEs attempt to strengthen their overall competitive position and expand their existing portfolio of assets by acquiring additional assets from target firms (Dunning et al. 2008) . 9 Likewise, Asiedu and Esfahani (2001) hypothesize that the demand of MNEs for complementary inputs related to the technological capabilities of domestic firms is associated with lower foreign equity shares.
to separate asset-seeking from vertical FDI by introducing the intensity of patenting as an alternative indicator of the host country's technological development.
In summary, the transaction costs and bargaining perspectives offer various reasonsin particular weak institutions, sovereign risk, large local markets, resource endowments, and superior technologies -why India's outward FDI may take the form of JVs rather than WOS.
An additional factor is only loosely connected with these approaches -that is the degree to which the host country is generally open to various types of FDI and foreign ownership.
Specifically, MNEs are more likely to get their preferred ownership structure where the choice between JVs and WOS is less constrained by government regulations and restrictions (Desai et al. 2004; Görg et al 2010) . Openness to FDI may be reflected by a higher ratio of inward FDI stocks from all sources over the host country's GDP. 
Data and stylized facts
There are two major sources of data on India's outward FDI. First, the Ministry of Finance provides data on approved FDI outflows to a large number of host countries.
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Pradhan (2011) and Nunnenkamp et al. (2012) 14 At the other extreme, the ratio of JVs over WOS is below 0.5 for 15 host countries in Figure 2 . Surprisingly, this group includes major OECD countries such as Germany, the United Kingdom and the United States. This seems to be in conflict with ownership choices according to the relative bargaining position of Indian direct investors.
Indeed, it appears from Figure 2 that the ratio of JVs over WOS is declining with rising percapita income of the host countries of India's outward FDI.
Estimation approach and explanatory variables
We perform regressions for non-negative count data. It should be noted that the count data on JVs and WOS are strongly skewed to the right (with an accumulation of observations smaller than five) and display considerable over-dispersion (with the variance being greater than the mean). Consequently, we follow Dreher et al. (2013) and employ the Negative Binomial estimator. We estimate the following relationship:
where #projects it represents the accumulated number of Indian JVs or WOS operating in host country i in year t. HC it represents the vector of time variant host country characteristics supposed to explain the location choices for the two types of Indian FDI projects. X i is a vector of time invariant gravity-type variables for pairs of India with particular host countries; λ t are time fixed effects.
We prefer Negative Binomial models over Poisson models since the former offer a more efficient estimator when the dependent variable suffers from over-dispersion (see Cameron and Trivedi, 1986) , that is when the conditional variance of the dependent variable exceeds its expected value. In Negative Binomial models the variance is assumed to be a function of the expected value as follows:
Note that if α = 0 the variance equals the expected value and the model behaves like a Poisson, meaning Negative Binomial nests Poisson. We tested the hypothesis of α = 0 to determine the existence of over-dispersion and therefore the appropriateness of the selected estimator. Indeed, the test statistics always justified our choice of Negative Binomial models. 15 We run pooled regressions for the two types of FDI projects, JVs and WOS, rather than performing regressions for each type separately. Pooling projects increases our flexibility to statistically test for differences and similarities between JVs and WOS. In the pooled regressions, we introduce a dummy variable set equal to one for WOS. We then interact this dummy variable with all explanatory variables. This mirrors individual regressions for both types of FDI projects. At the same time, this procedure allows us to test for significant 15 Detailed test statistics are available upon request. differences in the impact of our explanatory variables on WOS, with JVs serving as a benchmark. We formally test for differences with a Wald test.
The list of our explanatory variables is largely in line with Nunnenkamp et al. (2012) who used flow data on all types of India's outward FDI to assess the determinants of location choices. 16 The vector of time variant host country characteristics, HC it , comprises the host country's GDP and GDP growth as indicators of the size and growth of its markets; the GDP per capita and patent activity as indicators of the host country's stage of economic and technological development; the natural resource endowment to capture the host country's attractiveness to resource-seeking FDI; inflation as a proxy of economic instability in the host country; and the stock of inward FDI from all sources as an indicator of the host country's integration into global FDI patterns. 17 We also account for institutional conditions in the host country, proxied by control of corruption.
Some additional variables refer to the bilateral relationship of the host country with India. These gravity-type variables are typically time invariant. This applies to the geographical distance between India and the particular host country and the existence of a common language as a measure of cultural distance. Likewise, data on the size of the Indian diaspora in the host countries are available for just one point in time. Finally, the existence of a bilateral tax (or investment) treaty tends to belong to the vector X i, , even though there is some time variation for host countries which concluded a DTT or BIT with India only recently.
It should be noted that offshore financial centers figure prominently among the host countries of India's outward FDI (Nayyar 2008; Pradhan 2011) . For instance, Singapore and 16 See Appendix A for detailed definitions and sources. Appendix B provides summary statistics. Bivariate correlations between our explanatory variables (available upon request) do not indicate major problems of multicollinearity, while the correlation of the explanatory variables with our dependent variable is highly significant. 17 As alternative indicators of the host country's openness to world markets, we consider openness to trade and survey results on FDI-related ownership restrictions taken from the World Economic Forum's Global Competitiveness Reports.
Mauritius belong to the top-5 destinations of FDI projects (see Figure 1) . 18 The final destination of projects channeled through offshore financial centers is unknown. Therefore, we exclude offshore financial centers from some of our estimations below to test for the robustness of the results for the full sample of host countries.
Results
As noted above, we are mainly interested in the differential impact of FDI determinants on the entry modes of Indian MNEs across the wide spectrum of host countries. Therefore, we pool two manifestations of the dependent FDI variable, the number of JVs and the number of WOS, in our Negative Binomial estimations. We enter a dummy variable which is set equal to 
Basic estimations for the sum of all FDI projects
Before turning to the estimations with interaction terms, we report the marginal effects of our standard set of FDI determinants by imposing their impact to be the same for both, the number of JVs and the number of WOS. However, given that the two types of FDI are pooled in the same regression, we include the dummy for WOS to account for a different level of WOS, compared to JVs. The results shown in Table 1 underscore the stylized fact above that the number of WOS is not generally higher than the number of JVs. In all estimations, the dummy variable fails to be statistically significant at conventional levels.
Importantly, Table 1 suggests that using the count data on JVs and WOS produces plausible results on the impact of FDI determinants. The findings are largely in line with earlier findings of Nunnenkamp et al. (2012) who used data on approved Indian FDI outflows.
First of all, geographical and cultural distance clearly matters when location choices are captured by the number of FDI projects. Depending on the specification, the number of FDI projects declines by 8-9.5 with a one percent increase in the geographical distance between India and the host country (at the mean of other explanatory variables). Host countries sharing a common language with India tend to receive 13-18 more FDI projects. In addition, the size of the Indian diaspora in the host country has a significantly positive impact on the number of FDI projects, though only for the full sample of all host countries (including offshore financial centers).
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The evidence is fairly ambiguous with respect to host country characteristics supposed to capture different FDI motives. In particular, we do not find evidence that host countries with better endowments of natural resources attract a larger number of FDI projects from 20 Note that a large number of Indians are living in Mauritius and Singapore.
India. Likewise, the per-capita income of host countries and their technological sophistication, proxied by patents, enter insignificant in all estimations reported in Table 1 . This corroborates Nunnenkamp et al. (2012) who argue that it is hard to find conclusive evidence on the extent to which India's outward FDI is motivated by cheaper labor in lower-income countries and/ or access to superior technologies and managerial know-how in higher-income countries. By contrast, the size of host country markets, though not the growth of these markets, is correlated with the number of FDI projects. Host countries where local markets are 10 percent larger receive 23-34 additional FDI projects (depending on the specification and at the mean of other explanatory variables).
Finally, imposing the impact to be the same for both manifestations of the dependent variable in Table 1 produces statistically weak results for the remaining explanatory variables.
Host countries with better control of corruption (i.e., higher values of corruption) hardly receive more FDI projects from India. Double taxation treaties seem to induce some additional FDI projects, but no longer once offshore financial centers are excluded from the sample. Sample selection also matters with respect to the host country's overall attractiveness to FDI: fdistock/gdp enters significantly positive, at the five percent level, only when offshore financial centers are excluded.
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Differences between JVs and WOS
The estimations reported in Table 2 are based on exactly the same set of explanatory variables as before in Table 1 . However, we now account for the interactions of the WOS dummy with all explanatory variables. Rather than imposing the impact of explanatory variables to be same for both manifestations of the dependent variable, the pooled estimations now result in two separate marginal effects on the number of JVs and WOS, respectively. In addition, we add in bold the Wald tests for significant differences between the two marginal effects for each explanatory variable.
The previous result on the importance of geographical and cultural distance holds for the number of JVs as well as the number of WOS. The marginal effect of distance proves to be significantly negative, at the one percent level, for both manifestations of the dependent variable -independent of the exact specification of the model and the treatment of offshore financial centers. The same applies to the significantly positive marginal effect of a common language. All the same, the Wald tests point to a significantly different impact of these two variables on the number of JVs and WOS, respectively. There is a striking dichotomy. On the one hand, geographical distance tends to discourage JVs more strongly than WOS, which is opposite to the pattern expected in Section 2 above. On the other hand, the Wald tests support the hypothesis that a common language increases the probability that FDI projects take the form of WOS. The evidence on diaspora is more ambiguous. The marginal effects are significant, at the ten percent level, only when considering JVs in the full sample (including offshore financial centers). All marginal effects are insignificant after excluding offshore financial centers. Nevertheless, the Wald tests suggest that the presence of a larger Indian diaspora in the reduced sample has a stronger effect on the number of JVs than on the number of WOS -which is again in contrast to the expected pattern, even though the difference is irrelevant in quantitative terms.
The previously noted findings on the host country characteristics supposed to capture different FDI motives are hardly affected when accounting for the interaction terms in Table   2 . In particular, neither the number of JVs nor the number of WOS appears to respond positively to the host countries' endowment of natural resources (natural resources) or their patenting activity (patents). 22 Furthermore, the Wald tests for these explanatory variables do 22 At the same time, all marginal effects of gdp per capita are insignificant at conventional levels. As argued by Nunnenkamp et al. (2012) , it is difficult to disentangle cost motives and so-called asset-augmenting motives of not point to any significant differences with respect to the impact on JVs and WOS, respectively. In other words, there is no evidence that a weaker bargaining position of Indian direct investors in host countries offering either natural resources or superior technologies resulted in a shift toward JVs and away from WOS. The bargaining perspective of the choice of ownership is also refuted with regard to the size of host country markets. Rather than shifting the composition of FDI projects toward JVs, larger local markets attract JVs and WOS to essentially the same extent. All marginal effects of gdp are significantly positive at the one percent level, and the Wald tests do not point to significant differences.
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In contrast to the weak evidence in Table 1 , the introduction of the interaction terms in Table 2 offers interesting insights for the remaining three explanatory variables. First, the marginal effects of existing FDI stocks in the host countries (fdistock/gdp) prove to be significantly positive once offshore financial centers are excluded from the sample. This is particularly so for WOS whose number increase by 20-25 if FDI stocks from all sources increase by ten percent. All the same, the impact of fdistock/gdp is not significantly stronger on WOS than the impact on JVs according to the Wald tests in columns IV-VI. 24 Second, the previous finding that double taxation treaties induce a larger number of FDI projects, at least as long offshore financial centers are kept in the sample, holds for WOS only once the impact of tax treaty is no longer imposed to be the same for both manifestations of the dependent variable. The corresponding Wald tests are highly significant, supporting the hypothesis that the reduction of tax-related risks encourages primarily WOS and shifts the composition of FDI projects away from JVs. Third, better control of corruption is significantly associated with a larger number of WOS (except in column IV). By contrast, corruption never has a significant impact on JVs. The Wald tests reveal a significantly different impact on WOS and FDI. The former would suggest a negative correlation of gdp per capita with the number of FDI projects, especially with the number of WOS, whereas the latter would suggest a positive correlation. 23 Similar to Table 1 , the growth of local markets (gdp growth) does not offer additional insights in Table 2 . The same applies to inflation as an indicator of economic instability (inflation). 24 It may be noted that the Wald test in column VI is almost significant at the ten percent level.
JVs (again with the exception of column IV). This is in line with the hypothesis that better governance in the host country encourages WOS through reducing transaction costs.
Robustness tests
In the following, we perform several robustness tests to assess the sensitivity of previous results. For all robustness tests reported in Table 3 , we drop patents (which was never significant before) and we keep the offshore financial centers in the sample; that is, we use only the specification in column I of Table 2 We redefine the dependent variable by taking logs in column I to account for the concentration of FDI projects in some host countries (see Section 3 above). In column II, we return to the standard count measure of JVs and WOS, but we exclude the United States from the sample, where 28 percent of all Indian FDI projects were located in 2009. The exclusion of the by far most important host country has only minor effects on our results. In particular, the previous findings on our proxies of geographical and cultural distance carry over almost unchanged to column II of Table 3 . The same holds for the differential impact of better control of corruption and the conclusion of double taxation treaties. Two notable changes compared to column I in Table 2 relate to FDI motivations as reflected in gdp and gdp per capita. Not surprisingly perhaps, the per-capita income of host countries enters significantly negative once the particularly rich and attractive United States is excluded. This applies to both manifestations of the dependent variable, and the Wald test reveals that the marginal effect does not differ significantly between JVs and WOS. With respect to gdp we now find some support for the bargaining perspective according to which it is more difficult for foreign direct investors to realize WOS as their preferred mode of entry when host countries offer large local markets. The marginal effect of gdp on JVs proves to be significantly stronger than the effect on WOS, though only at the ten percent level.
The changes compared to column I in Table 2 are more pronounced when taking logs of the dependent variable in column I of Table 3 . The marginal effect of a common language on the number of WOS is no longer significantly stronger than the marginal effect on the number of JVs. 25 Likewise, the Wald test for corruption becomes insignificant and no longer suggests that better control of corruption induces a shift toward WOS. The conclusion of double taxation treaties remains as the only explanatory variable which impacts more strongly on WOS than on JVs, at the five percent level of significance.
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The weaker evidence for this robustness test is not really surprising, considering that the Negative Binomial model is not well suited for taking logs of the dependent count variable. This is why we return to the standard definition of the dependent variable in the remainder of this section.
The results also weaken in column III of Table 3 where we replace corruption by investment profile. The alternative institutional indicator is taken from the International Country Risk Guide and assesses investment risk related to contract viability and expropriation, profits repatriation, and payment delays. 27 However, the choice of this indicator reduces the number of observations. This may explain at least partly why the marginal effects of investment profile as well as the corresponding Wald test prove to be insignificant at conventional levels, in contrast to corruption. The reduced number of observations seems to 25 At the same time, a larger Indian diaspora in the host country now has a significantly stronger impact on JVs, as revealed by the Wald test for diaspora in column I. 26 The marginal effect of fdistock/gdp on the number of WOS proves to be significantly positive in column I of Table 3 , in contrast to the previous robustness test where the marginal effect on the number of JVs was significantly positive. In both cases, however, the Wald test does not indicate a significantly different impact on JVs and WOS. 27 Available from: http://www.prsgroup.com/prsgroup_shoppingcart/pc-39-7-international-country-risk-guideicrg.aspx (accessed: May 2013).
be responsible also for the weaker evidence on common language and tax treaty, which no longer induce a significant shift toward WOS.
By contrast, the robustness tests shown in columns IV-VI of Table 3 corroborate our previous findings. The marginal effects of the proxies of geographical and cultural distance as well as the corresponding Wald tests closely resemble those in column I of Table 2 . The same applies to the explanatory variables reflecting different motivations of FDI, including the size and growth of host country markets, their per-capita income, and the endowment of natural resources. Again, we find that the composition of FDI projects shifts toward WOS when FDIrelated risks are contained by better control of corruption and the conclusion of double taxation treaties. In column III, the effect of tax treaty is taken over by investment treaty. The marginal effect of bilateral investment treaties on WOS (at the mean of all other explanatory variables) appears to be somewhat smaller than the marginal effect of double taxation treaties -about three additional projects in the case of investment treaty, compared to about four additional projects in the case of tax treaty. However, the corresponding Wald tests are both significant at least at the two percent level, revealing a differential impact of tax treaty and investment treaty on the number of WOS, relative to the number of JVs.
In the two final robustness tests, we replace fdistock/gdp by either ownership restrictions (column V) or trade openness (column VI). On the one hand, we make use of the World Economic Forum's survey results on the severity of FDI-related ownership restrictions, even though this indicator is available only for a reduced number of host countries. On the other hand, we consider openness to trade (exports plus imports as a percentage of the host country's GDP) which could encourage WOS through reducing trade-related transaction costs. However, the choice of the indicator of the host country's openness to world markets does not help resolve the earlier ambiguity with regard to the effects of fdistock/gdp. 28 To the contrary, the evidence on ownership restrictions conflicts with the view that more liberal 28 Recall that the marginal effects of fdistock/gdp varied considerably depending on the specification in Tables 2  and 3 . The corresponding Wald tests all failed to reveal a significantly different impact on JVs and WOS. regulations would favor WOS over JVs; the Wald test suggests the opposite, though the effect is weak for both JVs and WOS. Openness to trade in column VI of Table 3 does not offer any additional insight, compared to fdistock/gdp in column 1 of Table 2 .
Summary and conclusion
Ownership choices involve a dilemma for foreign direct investors. On the one hand, they prefer wholly owned subsidiaries ( 
